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Abstract

In the last two decades historians have developed theories and case studies of
‘identity’ in efforts to explain the ways in which individuals have negotiated their
place in and relation to society at different periods in many different cultures.
However, little historical attention has yet been paid to ‘loyalty’ as a distinct
sociological concept or as a process of negotiation highly interrelated with identity
formation. The overall aim of this thesis, then, is to set out a model of loyalty that
can further explain the negotiation of relationships between individuals and
institutions, while highlighting the investment institutional leaders have had in
securing identification with and loyalty to their organisational and ideological
agendas. The major tenet of this model is that there are important distinctions to
be made between fundamental, functional, and ideological loyalties, the purposes
these loyalties could serve, and the different interpersonal techniques necessary
for the solicitation and maintenance of each of these loyalties.

The underlying premise of this model is that loyalties were always
historically specific and must therefore be studied with continual reference to the
specific historical contexts in which they were solicited, constructed, negotiated
and maintained. Consequently, this study focuses on trade union and employee
loyalties in the department and variety store trades of America and Britain
between 1939 and 1970. The historical analysis of shop work and retail industrial
relations in the post-war period is extremely limited to date. In turn, this study of
loyalties in the retail trades has required analysis of some of the major
developments in managerial style, labour market dynamics, trade union
recruitment, and business and labour politics in British and American retail from
the 1940s through the ‘60s. The emphasis throughout is on explaining how these
developments affected the importance of shopworkers’ loyalties to employers and
unions, the ways in which those loyalties were solicited, and the success with

which employers’ and unions’ efforts were met.
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Introduction

[

During the Second World War the Chicago properties of the American mail order
house and chain store giant Montgomery Ward were the site of unprecedented
involvement by the American government in retail labour relations. In 1942 the
National Labour Relations Board held an election in the company’s Chicago retail
stores, which granted the Chicago local of the United Retail, Wholesale,
Department Store Employees of America (URWDSEA, CIO) the right to
represent employee members in collective bargaining agreements. However, the
company’s director, Sewell Avery, refused to bargain with the union, even after a
National War Labor Board (NWLB) decision directed him to do so, for fear that a
maintenance of membership clause would eventually evolve into a closed shop
provision. In a nationally-circulated advertisement published in dozens of local
and national newspapers, Avery swore that he would bargain with the union only
on direct orders from Congress or President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

Roosevelt duly ordered the company to bargain in good faith, and Avery
complied. However, when the one-year contract came up for renewal in 1943,
Avery and his colleagues again questioned the union’s right to represent their
retail and warehouse employees. In a series of hostile exchanges between the
union and the company, each side accused the other of un-American tyrannical
behaviour. The union eventually called its Chicago members out on strike in
April 1944, violating the war-time no-strike agreement between the trade unions
and the government. After Roosevelt requested that the union call off the strike
and that the company follow NWLB orders, the union complied, but the company
still refused to negotiate. In an effort to save the NWLB from an untimely
demise, Roosevelt ordered the eviction of Avery from company headquarters in
April 1944 and in December of the same year ordered seizure by the Army of
Wards’ plants, warehouses and stores in Chicago and many other cities across the
nation. The Army implemented the NWLB orders and maintained operation of
the company until the end of the war when control was returned to Avery and the

other Wards directors. By that time, however, the union no longer had the



financial reserves and support necessary to bargain with the company and lost all

gains made during the three-year battle.' (See Figures 1.1 and 1.2.)

II

In February 1949, John Spedan Lewis, founder and Chairman of Britain’s John
Lewis Partnership stores, learned that a member of the Partnership’s decision-
making Central Council had Communist affiliations. As it happened, the accused
member had been elected by employees and had campaigned for higher wages for
the lowest-paid Partners. Shortly after his discovery, Lewis wrote a secret
memorandum urging an unelected, nominated member of the Central Council to
sponsor a resolution barring all Communists from Partnership employment. The
latter Council member was C. N. Thornton-Kemsley, Director of Public Relations
for the Partnership, and a Conservative Member of Parliament. At a meeting of
the Central Council on 25 April 1949, Thornton-Kemsley initiated a heated debate
on the issue of politics in the Partnership. Following the debate, on secret ballot
the Council passed a resolution, ‘That all present Partners and all future applicants
for membership of the Partnership be required to sign a declaration that they are
neither members of the Communist Party, nor in sympathy with the doctrines of
that Party.” The resolution further stipulated that those who refused to sign the
declaration would be dismissed. A second resolution on the same day to extend
the ban to include Fascists was defeated, in part because of the assumed difficulty
of identifying Fascists, and in part because of fears that such a ban might
undermine Partnership morale by fostering a culture of intimidation and parzmoia.2

The Central Council resolutions sparked heated debate, both within and
outwith the Partnership. Many of the devolved Branch Councils in the
Partnership’s department stores across Britain passed resolutions on the subject.

Over the course of 1949, the Partnership Gazette’s letters to the editor pages were

' Boxes 10 and 12, MWC. The rhetoric of un-Americanism is most clearly documented in articles
from the union’s national publication: ‘Ward Files $1,000,000 Suit to Muzzle Union,” RWDSE 6
(1 December 1943), 2, 10, 12; Samuel Wolchok, ‘Is Property More Sacred Than National
Welfare?” RWDSE 7 (3 May 1944), 4; ‘Testimony of President Wolchok Before Congressional
Committee, RWDSE 7 (1 July 1944), 5, 10, 12, 19.

2 Council Proceedings, GJLP 31 (7 May 1949), 161-163. On the functions played by the Central
Council and other Partnership institutions, see John Spedan Lewis, Partnership for All (London:
Kerr-Cross, 1948); John Spedan Lewis, Fairer Shares (London: Staples Press, 1954); Allan
Flanders, Ruth Pomeranz, Joan Woodward, Experiment in Industrial Democracy: A Study of the
John Lewis Partnership (London: Faber and Faber, 1968).
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filled with correspondence from Partners arguing both sides of the issue. On 3
May and 20 May the House of Commons debated the case, with particular
concern for freedom of expression and whether or not unemployment benefit
should apply to those dismissed from the Partnership for assumed Communist
association. Thornton-Kemsley took part in the Parliamentary debates, which
weighed the nature and importance of retail employment against the measures
being taken by the Partnership’s chief executive and Central Council. To the
point, one MP inquired of Minister of Labour, George Isaacs, ‘Do you consider
the security problem involved in the sale of ladies’ underwear sufficiently
important to warrant this intolerable and deplorable intrusion in the private lives
of their employees?’> The trade unions did not pass up the opportunity to use the
very public debacle to their advantage; for example, the Marylebone Trades
Council promptly published a recruitment leaflet promising Partners protection
from undue interference in their private lives if they joined the appropriate union.
The national press were the Partnership’s greatest critics with a number of articles
and letters through the spring and summer of 1949 questioning the legality of the
notorious resolution.*

For months John Spedan Lewis publicly and adamantly refused to back
down. For years afterwards he defended the Partnership’s resolution by noting
comparable anti-Communist initiatives by the Labour government and the trade
unions at the time, particularly the Transport and General Workers Union.’
However, by the autumn of 1949 the issue had faded from the national press,
largely because the political tests were never initiated, and no Partner was ever

dismissed on the basis of the controversial Central Council resolution.

3 Quoted in ‘Is the Red Miss X From the Undies Counter A Menace to Society?’ Daily Mirror (4
May 1949), and in The Times of the same date, Folders 297/a, JLPA.

‘ For samples of Branch Council debates, see the minutes for 18 March 1949, ‘Cavendish Council
Proceedings, 1946-1956,” Call No. 545/a; and ‘Branch Councils and Communism,” GJLP 31 (16
April 1949), 127-129. Both private and public debates at the highest levels of the Partnership
regarding the legality and desirability of the resolution can be found in the ‘Founders Memoranda’
boxes over the course of 1949, and in Folder 2478/c, many of which were also published in the
Gazette. Frequent letters to the editor can be found on the subject in the Gazette through the
spring and summer of 1949. House of Common debates can be found in Parliamentary Debates:
House of Commons Official Report 465 (20 May 1949), 842-855; 464 (3 May 1949), 802-803. A
sample of the Marylebone Trades Council leaflet can be found under the title ‘To Be or Not to Be’
in Folder 2478/c. And a large number of press cuttings on the subject can be found in Folders
297/a. All held in JLPA.

* “Freedom of Association,” GJLP 33 (1 Sept. 1951), 377. Jim Phillips, ‘Labour and the Cold
War: The TGWU and the Politics of Anti-Communism, 1945-55,” Labour History Review 64
(Spring 1999).



Nevertheless, the summer of 1949 had been a watershed for the Partnership’s
principles and politics, exposing both the strength and limitations of democracy in
the company’s unique framework of industrial relations.
* * *

The war-time spectacle at Montgomery Wards and the 1949 events at the John
Lewis Partnership were crucibles of conflicting loyalties for the shopworkers
involved. They brought to light the complex intersection of institutional loyalties
to employer, union and nation that otherwise constituted a more subtle backdrop
to everyday working life for British and American shopworkers in the mid-
twentieth century. Three major aims underlie my analysis of such loyalties. The
first is to set forward a working model for understanding the complexities of
loyalty as a historical phenomenon. The second is to document and analyse the
ways shopworkers’ institutional loyalties to employer, union and nation or
national ideologies were solicited, constructed, and negotiated over time. The
final aim is to provide a broad and comparative overview of the major issues
affecting dry goods retailers and shopworkers’ unions in both Britain and America
from the 1940s to the 1960s.

Why loyalty?

In the past two decades historians have come to accept ‘identity’ as a key
explanatory concept for understanding the ways individuals have negotiated their
relationships to society in different historical periods and cultures. One of the
distinct advantages of this approach is that most historians have come to

understand identity as a process, rather than a static, self-evident reality. 6 Largely

® Gender has most often been the subject of identity studies, and the following are good examples:
Susan Faludi, Stiffed: The Betrayal of the Modern Man (London: Chatto & Windus, 1999); Susan
Kingsley Kent, Gender and Power in Britain, 1640-1990 (London: Routledge, 1999). The key
text on sexuality, selfhood and identity is Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality: An
Introduction, volume 1 (New York: Vintage Books, 1990; Trans. Robert Hurley). Race has also
been the subject of historical identity studies; for example, Patrick Rael, Black Identity and Black
Protest in the Antebellum North (London: University of North Carolina Press, 2002). On class,
see David Cannadine, Class in Britain (London: Penguin Books 2000). Many studies have come
from examining the intersection of various identities. For example, Peter Alexander and Rick
Halpern (Eds.), Racializing Class, Classifying Race: Labour and Difference in Britain, the USA
and Africa (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000); Venus Green, ‘Race, Gender, and National Identity in
the American and British Telephone Industries,’ International Review of Social History 46 (2001)
185-205; Nickie Charles and Felicia Hughes-Freeland (Eds.), Practising Feminism: Identity,
Difference and Power (London: Routledge, 1996); and ‘Alan Kidd and David Nicholls (Eds.),
Gender Civic Culture and Consumerism: Middle-Class Identity in Britain, 1800-1940
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1999).



missing from the study of historical identities and processes of identification,
however, has been examination of loyalty as a distinct sociological concept. This
is important because the construction and negotiation of loyalties and identities
have often been interdependent and mutually definitive processes. After all,
shared identification with a social group has often reaffirmed, reinforced, or even
initiated new loyalties among group members. For example, the third-wave
feminist movement of the late twentieth century was arguably at its strongest
when women of different socio-economic classes, races, ethnicities and
nationalities built up loyalties to feminism and shared goals on the basis of their
common identity as women.’

Leaders of social and political groups throughout history have often been
keenly aware of the powerful intersection of loyalty and identity, and have
therefore appealed to personal identity to build in-group loyalties. The rise of
identity politics on the left in post-war America was in part a result of left-wing
politicians, from John F. Kennedy onwards, building platforms on the basis of
gendered, racial, ethnic, class and other identities in order to mobilise voter
loyalty. These new, or newly reinforced loyalties helped to compensate for the
deteriorating appeal of the Democratic Party’s New Deal State agenda as it faced
the onslaught of aggressive business activism in the latter half of the twentieth
century.8 But, as Naomi Klein and Lizabeth Cohen have argued, corporate
marketers have been the ones to master most diligently and successfully the art of
interweaving identity and loyalty—namely brand loyalty—to their own
advantage.9

While historians, sociologists and political commentators have sometimes
examined the formation of identity and loyalty as interrelated processes, there is
room for more thorough investigation into loyalty as a distinct concept. The study

of identity has been methodically parsed out into studies of gender, sexual, racial,

7 On the diversity of third-wave feminists and feminist strategies, see Nancy A. Naples (Ed.),
Community Activism and Feminist Politics: Organizing Across Race, Class and Gender (New
York: Routledge 1998). Leslie Heywood, Jennifer Drake (Eds.), Third Wave Agenda: Being
Feminist, Doing Feminism (Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press, 1997).

8 On the decline of the New Deal and its implications for the Democrats, see Jonathan Reider, ‘The
Rise of the “Silent Majority”,” in Steve Fraser and Gary Gerstle (Eds.), The Rise and Fall of the
New Deal Order, 1930-1980 (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1989), 243-268. On the growth of
identity politics, see Lizabeth Cohen, 4 Consumers’ Republic: The Politics of Mass Consumption
in Postwar America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2003), 330-344.

® Naomi Klein, No Logo (London: Flamingo, 2000). Cohen, A Consumers’ Republic, 292-344.



ethnic, national, class and other identities. However, there is not yet a historical
model of loyalty sufficiently nuanced to explain why certain groups at certain
times have succceded in soliciting and maintaining member loyalty while others
have failed. Thus, the first aim of this thesis is to set out a working model of
loyalty that might be adapted to serve various historical debates about
interpersonal dynamics in a whole range of organisations and institutions:

workplaces, unions, churches, political parties, activist groups, and so on.

A Model of Loyalty

Loyalty is not itself a singular concept. It should be self-evident that a loyalty
between two individuals and a loyalty between an individual and an institution
(such as a trade union) would be expressed differently, would be negotiated
differently, and would serve different purposes. Likewise, loyalty to a perceivable
object, such as a family or place of employment is intrinsically distinct from
loyalty to an intangible idea, such as ‘tradition’, ‘capitalism’, or religion. For that
reason, I have differentiated three major categories of loyalty to guide the present
analysis: fundamental, functional, and ideological loyalties.

Fundamental loyalties are loyalties to an individual or group of
individuals, expressed by perceivable ties and voluntary self-identification with
another individual or a social group. Crucial to these loyalties is a willingness to
abide by the basic spoken and unspoken rules of conduct that allow for sustained
belonging to that social group. For example, at the most basic level, a shopworker
could be said to be fundamentally loyal to a union so long as she remained a dues-
paying member of that union.

Functional loyalties are loyalties to the basic goals of an individual or
group of individuals. These loyalties are more difficult to measure, but could be
expressed through an individual’s active and willing contribution to the fulfilment
of shared goals. So, a shopworker could be understood to be functionally loyal to
his employer if he actively and willingly tried to sell additional goods to
customers who entered his department in order to help his employer fulfil a stated
goal to increase sales.

Finally, ideological loyalties are loyalties to the transcendent values and
worldviews that define how a social group explains the political, social and

economic dynamics of their society and their place in that society. These are the



most difficult loyalties to measure, but can be perceived when group members
employ the ideological rhetoric set forward by that group’s leaders in order to
define their place in relation to society, in order to affirm or criticise the stated
goals of the group, or in order to exact change within their organisation. For
example, an employee of the British Co-operative retail societies could be said to
be ideologically loyal if she used the language of co-operation to argue for more
democratic power-sharing between employees and consumer/owners.

The interrelatedness of fundamental, functional and ideological loyalties is
complex. On the one hand, each of these loyalties could be distinct from the
others. Fundamental loyalties to employer or union could, and often did exist to
the exclusion of functional and ideological loyalties. Similarly, a retail employee
could work diligently to help fulfil her employer’s stated business goals and
demonstrate functional loyalty without actively expressing ideological loyalty to
the social or political theories that her employer used to explain the role of
business and workers in the political economy. Alternatively, an employee could
be loyal to a worldview similar to that of his employer or union without
necessarily translating that into an active contribution toward the fulfilment of
either group’s goals.

On the other hand, different loyalties were often deeply interdependent.
For example, it was essential for employers and unions to secure fundamental
loyalties from employees or members in order to provide the institutional stability
necessary to cultivate functional and ideological loyalties. In the case of
shopworkers, these three different types of loyalties were made more
interdependent by the chronic instability and conditionality of each form of
loyalty in a context of high labour turnover, which is discussed further in Chapter
One. As this study of shopworkers’ loyalties will demonstrate, loyalties were
never static or secure; they were instead constantly open to renegotiation and
contestation by rival institutional and interpersonal loyalties.

A difficulty inherent to the formulation of a historical framework for
understanding the solicitation, construction and negotiation of loyalties is that
loyalty can never be directly observed or measured. Given that inner
motivations—unless explicitly stated—are usually beyond the realm of what
historians can know beyond conjecture, there can be no such thing as a ‘pure’

loyalty in historical study, in the sense that one would normally associate loyalty



with an inner feeling of devotion. Loyalties in historical perspective can only be
measured through words and actions, making their documentation contingent on
written, spoken, or photographically recorded evidence of individual behaviour or
sentiment. For example, in this study I frequently measure fundamental loyalty in
terms of continued voluntary membership of a social group or organisation. One
might ask whether termination of membership necessarily indicated the end of an
individual’s loyalty or devotion to that group. Without evidence as to the nature
of any future interaction between the individual and the organisation, the answer
is beyond the reach of historical analysis. Similarly, one could ask whether the
employee who happened to make the extra effort to sell more goods was
necessarily demonstrating functional loyalty to his employer, particularly where
factors of self-interest, such as commissions or job advancements were at stake.
One can at least assume that that the employee’s self-interest conveniently
converged with his employer’s attempts to solicit his functional loyalty.
Furthermore, in the chapters that follow self-interest or instrumentalist mentalities
will be shown to have been important instincts mobilised by stores and unions to
bolster all three types of loyalty. Nevertheless, without explicit evidence as to a
particular employee’s motivations, one can never fully know why that employee
strove to sell more goods. Thus, insofar as loyalty is understood as an inner
emotion, the historical study of loyalty will always be limited by the inherent
complications of using historical sources.

In order to fully understand the complexity of loyalty, both ‘top-down’ and
‘bottom-up’ historical methods must be employed. Top-down methods include
use of archival and published materials and public records to document the
political, economic and social agendas of the institutions in question and to
explain the role of member loyalty in furthering those agendas.'” For this study
that has meant using staff magazines, union publications and retail trade journals
to outline the basic agendas of retail store executives and managers, and
shopworkers’ union leaders. In turn, these sources help to explain the essential
importance of retail employee or union member loyalty to the advancement of

those institutions’ agendas. ‘Bottom-up’ historical research methods based on a

'% A good summary of the benefits and challenges of using such sources can be found in Sean
O’Connell and Dilwyn Porter, ‘Cataloguing Mail Order’s Archives,” Business Archives: Sources
and History 80 (November 2000), 44-54.



range of materials, including written letters, oral histories, and thorough analysis
of specific historical events can aid understanding of how individuals responded
to institutional attempts to solicit their loyalty and secure their identification with

certain goals or ideological worldviews.''

In this study, such sources are used to
estimate the extent to which shopworkers responded to employers’ and unions’
attempts to secure their loyalties.12 The latter is, without doubt, the more difficult
of the two tasks.

Where, then, does this model of loyalty fit into the existing literature on
the interrelationship of loyalty and identity described above? The difference
between identity and loyalty as it has just been defined could best be described as
a difference of emphasis. Whereas studies of identity are often concerned with
the ways individuals have come to identify themselves as ‘working-class’ or
‘middle-class’, as ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’, as ‘black’ or ‘white’, as
‘heterosexual’ or ‘homosexual’, studies of loyalty can help to explain how
different social or political groups have directly intervened in those basic
processes of identification in order to build support for their agendas or
worldviews. In other words, this model of loyalty is founded on the assumption
that identity is a socially-defined process, but it continually seeks to situate that
process of identification in a specific historical context of often localised
interpersonal relations. It seeks to identify both the specific historical actors who
affected personal processes of identity-formation and the stake those actors held in
securing both loyalty to and identification with their agendas and ideological
worldviews. Finally, in the study of loyalty, identity is taken as a broadly
inclusive concept that moves beyond typical dichotomous categorisations to
explain the ways basic sociological markers of selthood such as class, gender and
race have been overlaid with a multiplicity of local and historically-specific in-

group and out-group identities.

'! On using oral histories, see Robert Perks, Alistair Thomas (Eds.), The Oral History Reader
(London: Routledge, 1998). Robert Perks, Oral History: Talking About the Past (London:
Historical Association, 1995). Paul Richard Thompson, The Voice of the Past: Oral History
(Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2000, 3 Ed.). Trevor Lummis, Listening to History: The
Authenticity of Oral Evidence (Totowa, N.J.: Barnes & Noble, 1988).

'2 Following the full completion of this study, transcripts of all oral histories interviews conducted
in the course of this research will be deposited with the Scottish Oral History Archive, University
of Strathclyde, Glasgow. Other oral histories of department store employees can be found in the
Harrods Company archive and the John Lewis Partnership archive.



The Case of British and American Shopworkers

Given the emphasis above on construction of loyalties as historically specific
phenomena, this study focuses specifically on British and American shopworkers
in department and variety stores from 1939 to 1970. But, while the group of
workers covered by this study is specific in some ways, it is important to
acknowledge that the outer boundaries defining that group were always a bit
blurry. Although the populations of retail union leaders and retail executives
remained fairly stable over the course of the mid-twentieth century, the population
of shopworkers was fluid and highly changeable. This was in part a result of high
labour turnover rates, discussed further in Chapter One. However, processes of
market consolidation, branch expansion, and transformation in structures of
management and finance also meant that an individual company could change
categories over time. (Various definitions of the major retail categories with
which this study is concerned are listed in the Appendix.) As American retail
business experts Lawrence Robinson and Eleanor May argued in 1956, a
definitive characteristic of the American retail trade in the mid-twentieth century
was the convergence of department and variety store styles as both sought to
improve their base of affluent middle-class customers.””  Similar conclusions
could be made about specific stores in Britain. For example, Marks & Spencer’s
conscientiously cultivated over time a more refined company image to attract
better-off customers as Woolworth’s came to dominate the variety store trade.'*
In effect, a shop assistant working for JC Penney’s in the US or Marks &
Spencer’s in Britain in the early twentieth century would easily have fallen into
the variety store category of shopworkers; another shop assistant working in either
of those companies in the late twentieth century might be said to have been
working for a ‘junior department store’ with more up-scale merchandise, more
clearly defined departments, and a higher degree of service. Regardless of where
they stood within the variety or department store trades, the subjects of this study
can be delimited by acknowledging what they were not: grocery or supermarket

workers, or employees of specialist shops.

" Lawrence R. Robinson and Eleanor G. May, Self Service in Variety Stores (Boston: Harvard
Univ. Graduate School of Business Admin., 1956), 3-4.
' Judi Bevan, The Rise and Fall of Marks & Spencer (London: Profile, 2002, 2" Ed.), 23-42.
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The study of employee and union loyalties in the British and American
department and variety store trades is inherently situated in the historical literature
on industrial relations. The subject of loyalty—in its undifferentiated form—has
most often surfaced within this literature when historians have sought to explain
the various reasons and ways that employers have solicited employee loyalties.
Stuart Brandes and other labour historians have argued that the main purpose
served by employee loyalties in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries was the
attainment of a docile, politically-neutral community of workers averse to
unionisation.”” Without dismissing the validity of this argument, even for the
retail trades where unionisation was characteristically low, it must be
acknowledged that the construction of employee loyalties was never a one-sided
phenomenon where employers offered just as many perks as necessary to build up
a reserve of employee loyalty against real or potential threats of unionisation.
Gerald Zahavi has most explicitly acknowledged the complexities of loyalty
formation in the workplace in his study of employee loyalties at the Endicott
Johnson company in inter-war America. He has argued that loyalty formation was
in fact a process of negotiation between employers and employees in which
employees exerted a hitherto unacknowledged degree of agency.'® The emphasis
on loyalty in this study will demonstrate that both stores and unions in the mid-
twentieth century were similarly vulnerable to the exercise of agency on the part
of shopworkers. There has been much less explicit historical discussion of loyalty
with regard to trade unions, except where historians have been concerned to
explain why various unions faced difficulty recruiting loyalty from women and
from workers of racial or ethnic minority groups. The second major aim of this
thesis then, is to use the department and variety store trades in Britain and
America at mid-century as a case study in order to consider in more detail the
many reasons retail business and union executives sought fundamental, functional
and ideological loyalties from shopworkers, the multiple methods they employed
to solicit those loyalties, and where possible the reasons why they succeeded or

failed in soliciting certain forms of loyalty at certain times.

'* Stuart D. Brandes, American Welfare Capitalism, 1880-1940 (London: University of Chicago
Press, 1970).

'S Gerald Zahavi, ‘Negotiated Loyalty: Welfare Capitalism and the Shoeworkers of Endicott
Johnson, 1920-1940,” Journal of American History 70 (Dec. 1983), 602-620.
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The layout of the thesis reflects that second major aim. There are two
sections with three chapters each. The first section focuses on employee relations
in department and variety stores, and fundamental, functional and ideological
employee loyalties in those stores. Chapter One outlines the major challenges
British and American department and variety store retailers faced with regard to
labour turnover, workplace productivity, trading conditions, consumer relations,
and political agendas and analyses the importance of employee loyalties for
resolving each of these challenges. Chapter Two documents retail executives’ and
managers’ attempts to cultivate employee loyalties through long-established
patterns of paternalism, examining the limitations of rhetorical as compared to
practical paternalism with regard to sustaining various forms of employee
loyalties. Chapter Three follows the shift toward ‘new’ managerial styles in retail,
including professionalisation and human relations following the Second World
War, and surveys the extent to which these styles delivered the employee loyalties
on which department and variety store businesses depended.

The second section of the thesis focuses on union member relations and
Sfundamental, functional and ideological loyalties to retail unions. At first glance,
the justification for the significant attention devoted to the shopworkers’ unions-in
this thesis might be unclear, given the notoriously low union membership rates in
the retail trades and the dry goods trades in particular. However, as this section
will demonstrate, unorganised shopworkers were not untouched by the
recruitment efforts and political activities of retail unions. Furthermore, the
difficulties the unions faced with soliciting and maintaining member loyalties
sheds light on some significant problems in the British and American labour
movements with regard to service sector employees. Finally, this section will
show that unions drew on many of the same techniques as employers to solicit the
loyalties of shopworkers. The first chapter in this section, Chapter Four, is
comparable to Chapter One in that it delineates the major challenges shopworkers’
unions faced at the bargaining table and in national politics. It also explains the
importance of member loyalty for resolving these challenges and for advancing
the unions’ social, economic and political agendas. Chapter Five analyses the
attempts made by the major shopworkers’ unions to secure fundamental,
Sfunctional and ideological loyalties from both extant and potential members

through professionalisation, instrumentalism and organised social, educational
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and political activities. Chapter Six offers several explanations for the retail
unions’ successes and failures with regard to member loyalty in general and in the
department and variety store trades particularly in the decades following the
Second World War.

As emphasised in the model of loyalty set out above, loyalty cannot be
studied entirely independently of identity. Every chapter in this study will
elaborate on the ways that shopworkers’ class and gender identities affected stores
and unions’ reasons for and methods of soliciting loyalty, and in turn how those
identities were alternatively challenged and reinforced by store and union
executives’ efforts to sustain shopworkers’ loyalties. Racial identities were also
important, since various departments in many American and British stores were
either directly or indirectly segregated by race, a topic explored most explicitly in

17" The success of store executives’ and union leaders’

Chapters Four and Six.
efforts to capture shopworkers’ loyalties depended to a large extent on the degree
to which those institutions’ local and national agendas cohered with workers’

class, gender and racial identities and family roles.

Historiographical Contributions

The initial decision to focus on shopworkers in this study stemmed from my
interest in the historiographies of post-war British and American labour and
consumerism. Shop work seemed the logical focus, given that it was—and
perhaps always will be—at the interface between production and consumption. I
soon came to discover, however, that there has been very little written of post-war
shopworkers from a historical perspective, and that in order to write about loyalty
in this trade I would simultaneously have to explain some of the broader trends in
post-war retail business and union history. This, therefore, constitutes the third
major aim of this study. In order to begin to fulfil that aim, I have drawn on three
major strands of historiographical study: the history of retail business and of the
retail store as a site of social and cultural significance; the history of the rise and

decline of British and American labour movements between the 1930s and the

'7 Charles R. Perry, The Negro in the Department Store Industry (Philadelphia: Univ. of Penn.
Press, 1971). Gordon F. Bloom, F. Marion Fletcher, Charles R. Perry, Negro Employment in Retail
Trade: A Study of Racial Policies in the Department Store, Drugstore, and Supermarket Industries
(Philadelphia: Univ. of Penn. Press, 1972).

13



1980s; and the analysis of consumer politics in the political economies of
twentieth-century Britain and America.

The history of retail business covers an amazing chronological breadth
from market stalls and shopping galleries in early modern Britain and colonial
America to internet trading in the twenty-first century.'® Within this broad
historiography, the study of department stores as unique retail endeavours is
particularly noteworthy. The rise of the grand emporium in mid-nineteenth
century Britain, America and Europe has been the focus of many economic,
cultural, social, architectural, political, business and labour histories. A common
theme in these studies is that the rise of department stores both reflected and
contributed to the transformation of the urban landscape, class structures, gender
roles, shopping and consumer habits, retail labour relations, and the relationship

between business and the state.'”

Aside from company histories, much less has
been written of variety, discount and dry goods multiples as distinct forms of
retailing. However, as Gareth Shaw has pointed out, the evolution of these stores
had much in common with the evolution of department stores, particularly in the
late nineteenth century.m With origins in the nineteenth century, chain variety
stores arguably became the twentieth-century equivalent of the department store

in the ‘retail revolution’, insofar as variety stores also dramatically transformed

'8 For an introduction to the retail historiography, see John Benson and Laura Ugolini (Eds.), 4
Nation of Shopkeepers (London: 1. B. Tauris, 2003), esp. 1-24. The key text on developments in
British retailing is James B. Jefferys, Retail Trading in Britain, 1850-1950 (Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1954).

' One of the first of such studies was Alison Adburgham’s Shops and Shopping, 1800-1914:
Where, and in What Manner the Well-Dressed English Woman Bought her Clothes (London: Allen
& Unwin, 1964). Some of the major studies of department stores are: Bill Lancaster, The
Department Store: A Social History (London: Leicester University Press, 1995. William Leach,
Land of Desire: Merchants, Power and the Rise of a New American Culture (New York: Vintage
Books, 1993). Susan Porter Benson, Counter Cultures: Saleswomen, Managers, and Customers in
American Department Stores, 1890-1940 (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1986). Geoffrey
Crossick and Serge Jaumain (Eds.), Cathedrals of Consumption: The European Department Store,
1850-1939 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999). Michael B. Miller, The Bon Marché: Bourgeois Culture
and the Department Store, 1869-1920 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981). Elaine S.
Abelson, When Ladies Go A-Thieving: Middle-Class Shoplifiers in the Victorian Department Store
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989). Erika Diane Rappaport, Shopping for Pleasure: Women
in the Making of London’s West End (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000). There are also
a multitude of company histories of department stores, of which the following form a small
sample: Lloyd Wendt and Herman Kogan, Give the Lady What She Wants! The Story of Marshall
Field & Company (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1952). Ralph M. Hower, History of Macy's of New
York, 1858-1919: Chapters in the Evolution of a Department Store (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1943). Michael Moss and Alison Turton, A Legend of Retailing: House of
Fraser (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1989).
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retail business practice, labour relations, consumption, class dynamics, and the
urban, suburban and rural landscape in both Britain and America, particularly
during the inter-war and post-Second-World-War years.*'

Given that grocery and single-product dry goods stores (such as car
dealerships and shoe stores) and their employees often faced challenges unique to
their trade, this study focuses only on the department store businesses that have
most commonly been the subjected to historical analysis, with comparative
extension to variety stores. Allowing for the new inclusion of the major
multiples, the contribution to be made in the field of retail history then, is
generally less one of subject than period. With the notable exception of Sanford
Jacoby’s analysis of Sears labour relations in the mid-twentieth century, very little
has been written on the British and American dry goods trade or retail politics in
the post-Second-World years from a historical perspective.”? Consequently, one
of the major aims of this thesis has been to identify the key issues affecting
department and variety stores following the Second World War. These issues
broadly included changing labour and consumer market conditions, changes in
corporate structures, simultaneous business consolidation and branch expansion,
and change and continuity in retail managerial styles and political agendas. With
regard to retail labour relations specifically, the studies most important to this
thesis are those by Susan Porter Benson, Christopher Hosgood and Bill Lancaster,
who have all analysed the nature of American and British department store

employment in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries.”® The first

20 Gareth Shaw, “The Evolution and Impact of Large-Scale Retailing in Britain,’ in John Benson
and Gareth Shaw (Eds.), The Evolution of Retail Systems, c. 1800-1914 (Leicester: Leicester Univ.
Press, 1992), 135-165.

*! Some important exceptions to this generalisation are: Sanford Jacoby, Modern Manors: Welfare
Capitalism Since the New Deal (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 95-142; and
Andrew Alexander, Gareth Shaw and Deborah Hodson, ‘Regional Variations in the Development
of Multiple Retailing in England, 1890-1939,” in Benson and Ugolini (Eds)., Natior of
Shopkeepers, 127-154, esp. 143-149. Some company histories of these stores are: Karen
Plunkett-Powell, Remembering Woolworth's: A Nostalgic History of the World’s Most Famous
Five-and-Dime (New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 2001). Boris Emmet and John E. Jeuck,
Catalogues and Counters: A History of Sears, Roebuck and Company (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1950). Frank B. Latham, /872-1972: A Century of Serving Consumers: The Story
of Montgomery Ward (Chicago: Montgomery Ward, 1972). Bevan, Rise and Fall of Marks &
Spencer.

2 Jacoby, Modern Manors, 95-142.

 Benson, Counter Cultures. Lancaster, The Department Store, 125-158. Christopher Hosgood,
‘““Mercantile Monasteries”: Shops, Shop Assistants, and Shop Life in Late-Victorian and
Edwardian Britain,” Jourral of British Studies 38 (July 1999), 322-352.
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section of the thesis will most clearly address the historiography of retail business
and the place of shopworkers in that history.

The second major historiographical strand with which this study is
concerned is that regarding the rise and decline of British and American trade
unions over the course of the twentieth century. Many explanations have been
given for the decline of trade unionism in the post-war period, including failure to
organise women and ethnic minorities; the decline of highly-unionised heavy
industries and rise of service sector employment; the increased geographic
mobility of manufacturing; Cold War anti-Communism; political compromise
with the Labour and Democratic Parties; and the final blow dealt the unions by
Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan in the 1980s.2* The major retail unions in
Britain and America were among the most populated and influential in their
respective labour movements in the post-war years and therefore affected, and
were affected by, these challenges to unionisation. The experiences of USDAW,
the RCIA, and the RWDSU suggest that recruitment and maintenance of
membership was indeed inhibited by the geographic mobility of retail businesses,
by the dominance of women and part-time workers in the retail labour market, and
by the Cold War. To this list can be added characteristics common to the retail
trades that can help to explain sectoral differences in member recruitment.
However, of greater importance will be an examination of the ideals and practices
of democracy in the British and American shopworkers’ unions which suggests
that membership rates were most directly affected by successes and failures in
union democracy—a subject that has received much less attention from labour
historians.

Another key theme in the post-war labour historiography has been
concerned with the nature of trade union politics. In America the debate has
focused on the question, ‘why is there no socialism in America?’, first posed by

Werner Sombart in 1906, and on the benefits and problems stemming from the

24 For overviews of the growth and decline of British and American labour movements, see Patrick
Renshaw, American Labor and Consensus Capitalism, 1935-1990 (London: Macmillan, 1991).
Kim Moody, An Injury to All: The Decline of American Unionism (New York: Verso, 1988).
Michael Goldfield, The Decline of Organized Labor in the United States (Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1987). Chris Wrigley (Ed.), 4 History of British Industrial Relations, 1939-1979
(Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1996). W. Hamish Fraser, A History of British Trade Unionism,
1700-1998 (London: Macmillan Press, 1999). W. W. Knox, Industrial Nation: Work, Culture and
Society in Scotland, 1800-Present (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univ. Press, 1999).
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labour movement’s close affiliation with the Democratic Party.”> In Britain the
debate has centred on the relationship between the trade unions and the Labour
Party, asking whether militant trade unionism jeopardised the Labour Party at the
polls, and whether compromise with the Party diluted socialist tendencies in the
unions.”® What can be agreed is that the British and American unions, of both
conservative and liberal persuasions, shared the goal of achieving economic
democracy, whether just in the workplace or in the nation as a whole. Chapters
Four through Six are set against the backdrop of those political debates,
examining the many ways union leaders imparted their political and ideological
beliefs to rank and file members, while considering the importance of union
democracy to the achievement of economic democracy.”’

The third significant area of historical research on which I have drawn is
the literature on the politics of consumption. While it has long been recognised
that consumption is political in the broadest sense of the term, the study of the
politics of consumption has seen a dramatic renaissance in the past few years.
From the politics of milk and bread to the consumer’s place in post-war British
and American political economies, the social and cultural histories of
consumption written in the 1980s and ‘90s have been recently recontexualised
with reference to broader political developments. On the American side, Lizabeth
Cohen’s recent publications have explored the evolution of the consumer as
citizen from the 1930s through the ‘70s, documenting the consumer’s influence on
political processes, and the influence of the state in individual consumers’ lives.
On the British front, Matthew Hilton has analysed the politics of consumer

activism in twentieth-century Britain as distinct from contemporaneous

25 John H. M. Laslett and Seymour Martin Lipset (Eds.), Failure of a Dream? Essays in the
History of American Socialism (London: Univ. of California Press, 1984, Revised Ed.). Eric
Foner, ‘Why is there no Socialism in the United States?’ History Workshop Journal 17 (1984), 57-
80. Nelson Lichtenstein, ‘From Corporatism to Collective Bargaining: Organized Labor and the
Eclipse of Social Democracy in the Postwar Era,’ in Fraser and Gerstle (Eds.), Rise and Fall of the
New Deal Order, 122-152.
2% Jim Phillips, The Great Alliance: Economic Recovery and the Problems of Power, 1945-1991]
(London: Pluto Press, 1996). Patrick Maguire, ‘Labour and the Law: The Politics of British
Industrial Relations, 1945-1979,” in Wrigley, History of British Industrial Relations, 44-61.
David Howell, ““Shut Your Gob!”: Trade Unions and the Labour Party, 1945-64,” in Alan
Campbell, Nina Fishman, John Mcllroy (Eds.), British Trade Unions and Industrial Politics: The
Post-War Compromise, 1945-64 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999), 117-144. Ross McKibbin, The
[deologzes of Class: Social Relations in Britain, 1880-1950 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).

27 On broader American union attempts to impart political and ideological beliefs, see Elizabeth
Fones-Wolf, Selling Free Enterprise: The Business Assault on Labor and Liberalism, 1945-60
(Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1994).
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developments in America and Europe. These two major studies have been
supplemented by a range of more specific studies explaining everything from
African Americans’ consumer politics during the Civil Rights movement to
heated debates about rationing and price controls during the Second World War
and early post-war years.28

Given that retail businesses and their employees were frequently either the
intended or unintended targets of consumer activism, this study aims to explain
the impact of consumer politics and the politics of consumption on those most
frequently in contact with citizens as consumers. Alternatively, employers and
shopworkers’ unions were often key institutional forces in the evolution of
consumer politics, as when employers lobbied for the end to price administration
and rationing, or when the retail unions bargained for legal restrictions to Sunday
trading and late-night store openings. One function of this study then, is to outline
the political niche retail businesses and unions cut out for themselves vis-a-vis the
consumer/citizen, and to explain the ways those institutions’ discourses and
activities intersected with post-war consumer politics in Britain and America.
Another major goal with regard to the historiography of consumer politics is to
identify the role defined for shopworkers within the political agendas favoured by
retail stores and unions. For both institutions, shopworkers were the crucial link
to the customer as citizen. These assertions will be more fully developed in
Chapters One and Four. However, the political contexts of consumption in post-
war Britain and America helped to mould retailers’ and unions’ political and
ideological agendas, and therefore provide the backdrop for discussion of
shopworkers’ ideological loyalties which are discussed in all chapters of the

thesis.

% For an introduction to the study of consumer politics, see Martin Daunton and Matthew Hilton
(Eds.), The Politics of Consumption: Material Culture and Citizenship in Europe and America,
(Oxford: Berg, 2001), especially the introduction, p. 1-32. For more on American consumer
politics, see Cohen, 4 Consumer’s Republic. Lizabeth Cohen, ‘The New Deal State and the
Making of Citizen Consumers,’ in Susan Strasser, Charles McGovern and Matthias Judt (Eds.),
‘Getting and Spending: European and American Consumer Societies in the Twentieth Century
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1998), 111-25. For more on British consumer politics, see
Matthew Hilton, Consumerism in Twentieth-Century Britain: The Search for a Historical
Movement (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2003). Matthew Hilton, ‘The Fable of the Sheep,
Or, Private Virtues, Public Vices: The Consumer Revolution of the Twentieth Century,’ Past &
Present 176 (August 2002), 222-256.
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Caveats

The comparative approach to this study deserves explanation. Initially it was
simply a product of my desire to identify some of the major similarities and
differences between the British and American labour movements during the Cold
War. Over time however, it has become clear that there are many other
advantages to be gleaned from a comparative approach to this subject. To begin
with, the evolution of the dry goods retail trades in two of the world’s foremost
consumer societies has long been mutually interdependent. The contemporaneous
openings in 1909 of Gordon Selfridge’s London department store with its
American-style display techniques, and of American retailer Woolworth’s first
British store in Liverpool were a portent of things to come.”’

From Selfridges and Woolworths to the current Wal-Mart/Asda phase of
discount retail development, American selling styles have been definitively
influential in the British dry goods trades. But the exchange was hardly a one-
way street. Following the Second World War, British and American department
and variety store retailers frequently sent their Personnel Directors, buyers and
executives to visit stores, talk with employees and generally experience the way of
life of their counterparts across the Atlantic. American retailers praised the
British retail education system and the quality of shop floor service, while British
visitors to America’s stores commented on new technologies and new processes
of selling and, invariably, the size of American steaks.*® The shopworkers’ unions
did the same. The British Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers
(USDAW) sent union administrators and members to visit their sister unions in
the US—the Retail, Wholesale, Department Store Union (RWDSU) and the Retail
Clerks International Association (RCIA)—and the American unions offered up
similar exchanges. (See figure 1.3.) Summaries of these visits in union magazines
not only reported the working conditions and notable activities of their cross-

Atlantic colleagues, but also commented on recruitment and bargaining strategy,

% On the importance of comparative retail history, see Benson and Ugolini, Nation of
Shopkeepers, 12-14.

3 E. B. Weiss, ‘“Why Not Import British Salespeople?’ Stores 53 (July 1971), 32. ‘Merchants in
Britain,” BNRDGA 27 (Dec. 1945), 12. Stanley C. Hollander, ‘Retail Training and Certification—
The British Experiment and American Analogies,” JR 33 (Summer 1957), 69-78. O. B. Miller,
‘Department Stores in American Retail Distribution,” GJLP 42 (2 July 1960), 515-516. ‘American
Journey,” HG 39 (Jan. 1954), 3-4. ‘The American Scene,” HG 41 (Jan. 1956), 4-7. ‘Personal Pars
From Pontings,’ Kenbar 1 (Aug. 1950), 18-20, HF51/5/5/5, UGA. On the Associated
Merchandising Corporation’s 1957 trip to Britain, see special issue of the HG 42 (May 1957).
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Figure 1.3. USDAW meets RCIA

J. Alan Birch, USDAW’s General Secretary (left),
met RCIA President, James Suffridge (right),
at the World Congress of White Collar Workers in London in 1958.
Retail Clerks Advocate 61 (October 1958), 6-7.



publication styles, and political activity.>’ The most formal of cross-Atlantic
journeys in the retail trades in the mid-twentieth century was that made by the
Anglo-American Council on Productivity Team, populated by British retailers and
trade unionists, when they visited America in 1952 to discover new ways of
improving the productivity of British retail.**

It is difficult to determine whether parallel developments in department
and variety store business and managerial strategy in Britain and America in the
post-war years were the result of conscientious implementation of strategies
observed during those cross-Atlantic exchanges, or simply the result of similar
economic and political pressures. The answer may be some combination of both.
It is doubtful the intercontinental visits would have occurred with such frequency
if they had not been in some way productive. That said, there were also many
uncontrollable factors, including labour market dynamics, the growth of affluence,
and the distinct nature of retail production that may have led retailers and unions
to similar ends in each country, independent of external influences. Whatever the
cause, the point remains that American and British dry goods retailers and
shopworkers’ unions shared a great deal in common. The framework of this
thesis tends to emphasise those commonalities and the shared experiences of
British and American shopworkers.”?

Although I have primarily focused on explaining the deep similarities in
Anglo-American retail business and union styles, I have also tried, where
possible, to note the major differences. One of the significant differences that
underlies the entire thesis is the distinct chronological gap between
implementation of new retail managerial and selling strategies in America and in
Britain owing in part to the austerity imposed by prolonged war-time rationing

and delayed economic recovery in Britain.>* Also, although there has not yet been

31 T. W. Cynog-Jones, ‘How Trade Unionism Works for British Retail Clerks,” Local I-S News 10
(1 December 1959), 3, SHSW. ‘N.U.D.A.W. Contacts the C.1.0.,” ND 25 (10 March 1945), 66. T.
W. Cynog-Jones, ‘America Re-Visited,” ND, each issue from 13 (22 Aug. 1959), 523-524, to 13
(14 Nov. 1959), 707-708, 719.

2T, W. Cynog-Jones, ‘American Journey,” ND each issue from 6 (11 October 1952) to 7 (17
January 1953). ‘Retailing in America: Productivity Team Report,” ND 6 (22 November 1952),
739-741. *20 Questions—and Answers,” HG 38 (Feb. 1953), 44-45.

3 On commonalities of retail practice between Britain, Canada and Germany in the 19" century,
see Benson and Shaw, Evolution of Retail Systems.

34 On the consumer gap between Britain and America, see Sue Bowden and Avner Offer,
‘Household Appliances and the Use of Time: The United States and Britain Since the 1920s.’
Economic History Review 47:4 (1994), 725-748.
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a comprehensive comparative study of British and American consumer cultures in
the post-WWII years, there is a growing body of literature on consumerism and
consumer politics within each country, delineating the nationally-specific
permutations and limitations of post-war affluence.” Naturally, the distinct
character of consumerism in each country affected retailers’ trading styles in
different ways, but a deeper analysis of that element is beyond the scope of this
study. However, of great importance to this study are the unique styles of
nationalism and ideology emerging from business and labour circles in Britain
relative to America, particularly at the height of the Cold War. These political
agendas are examined in Chapters One and Four. More specific differences have
been identified wherever possible. However, it must be said that it is the
comparative study of historical similarities that will allow for further investigation
of important differences in other studies.

A major qualification to be made at the outset is that discussion in this
thesis of regional differences within Britain and within America have often been
sacrificed to the larger distinctions between Britain and America, or between
department store and variety store practice. This is made problematic by the fact
that until the advent of the internet, retail was one of the most locally situated
businesses in the modern world. With the significant exception of mail order
transactions, consumers in the mid-twentieth century purchased their necessities
and embellishments from shops or stores in their local communities. Where
possible, I have noted distinctions between urban, suburban, and rural trading,
employment and unionisation practices, but regional distinctions have tended to
surface primarily with regard to differences between specific cities or trend-
setting stores. The broad scope of this study prohibits more detailed analysis of
regional difference. However, there is an expanding literature on regional variety
in the retail trades in Britain, led by Andrew Alexander, Gareth Shaw and

Deborah Hudson, promising more in this direction in the future.*®

3% See footnote 28 above. For a comparative perspective on consumer society in the inter-war
years, see Gary Cross, Time and Money: The Making of Consumer Culture (London: Routledge,
1993).] See also, Strasser, McGovern and Judt, Getting and Spending. John Benson, The Rise of
Consumer Society in Britain, 1880-1980 (London: Longman, 1994). Gary Cross, An All
Consuming Century: Why Commercialism Won in America (New York: Columbia Univ. Press,
2000). Lawrence B. Glickman (Ed.), Consumer Society in American History: A Reader (London:
Cornell Univ. Press, 1999).

% There is a growing literature on regional differences in retailing, including Alexander, Shaw and
Hodson, ‘Regional Variations in the Development of Multiple Retailing’.
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The final important caveat to be made is that the John Lewis Partnership
has perhaps come in for an undue share of criticism in the section on employee
relations. It must be noted from the outset that it is nearly impossible to tell
whether or not the Partnership’s employee relations were significantly better or
worse than at other stores, because of the general lack of comparative material.
The reason that Partnership sources have been used most frequently to critique
retail managerial styles is simply a consequence of the Partnership’s unique in-
house journalism, described in Chapter Three. The fact that the John Lewis
Partnership Gazette not only allowed but encouraged the submission of
anonymous letters from employees offers a unique and important set of source
material for the retail labour historian. Whereas most available staff magazines
and company archive materials documented the rosy side of shop life, the Gazette
offered a more complete glimpse of life in a major British retail company by
documenting debates about company structure, employee relations and political
issues from the perspective of executives and employees at the time that these
debates were occurring. This is an invaluable source, and it is a credit to John
Spedan Lewis that he had the courage to implement this practice early on in the
company’s history, when most business executives sought to minimise open and
public debate with employees. Consequently, except where criticisms of the
Partnership have been made with specific reference to the Partnership’s company
structure or management, those criticisms must be considered to be possible signs
of broader trends in the British and perhaps American retail trades.

* * *
In combination the three main aims of this thesis have resulted in a study that
focuses in on a specific historical concept, while situating that concept in broader
historical political, social and economic trends related to British and American
retail business and trade unions in the mid-twentieth century. By taking loyalty as
an entry-point for examination of relations between department and variety store
employers and their employees on the one hand, and between retail unions and
their members on the other, retail business and unions can be understood to have
been organisations encompassing a multiplicity of locally-defined interpersonal
relations and as institutions with national economic and political agendas. Indeed,
the main argument of this thesis is that this study of fundamental, functional and

ideological loyalties shows that the work of businesses and trade unions as
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economic and political institutions depended heavily on the way in which those

institutions functioned as organisations of individuals.
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Employee Loyalties

Loyalty. ..
If you work for a man,
in heaven’s name work for him!
If he pays you wages that supply your bread and butter,
work for him—
speak well of him—
stand by him—

and stand by the institution he represents.

--Elbert Hubbard, ‘Get Out or Get in Line’
Reprinted in the Harrodian Gazette and Store Chat'

' Cover, HG 5 (March 1917). ‘Loyalty,” SC 51 (Nov. 1960), 16.
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Chapter One
The Importance of Loyalty to Retail Employers

Employee loyalties have often been argued by British and American labour
historians to have served primarily as a buffer to repel potential trade union
organisation or to counter the propaganda power of trade unions in the political
arena.” This was doubtlessly the case at Sears, Roebuck’s chain of junior
department stores in America, where the management actively solicited and
measured employee loyalties from the 1930s onward for the main purpose of
deterring unionisation.” As evidenced by the standoff between Sewell Avery and
President Roosevelt during the Second World War, anti-unionism was raw and
explicit in the Montgomery Wards retail stores, despite and perhaps because of
the fact that the company was one of the most heavily unionised in the American
retail trades.* (See Figure 1.1.)

Not all British and American department and variety store managements
were as aggressively anti-union as Sears and Wards, however. In Britain, the
majority of Co-operative retail societies made trade union membership
compulsory upon employment in the 1930s, in part to make Co-operative labour
relations more consistent with the supposed working-class ethos of the
movement.” The John Lewis Partnership filled the middle ground with what
could best be described as an ambiguous, if not inconsistent approach to trade
unionism. As Chairman of the Partnership, John Spedan Lewis, and O B Miller
who followed him, approved of trade unions in principle but viewed with deep

scepticism many trade union leaders with whom the Partnership’s stores were

2 On loyalty as anti-unionism, see Gerald Zahavi, Workers, Managers, and Welfare Capitalism:
The Shoeworkers and Tanners of Endicott Johnson, 1890-1950. (Chicago: University of Illinois
Press, 1988), esp. 153-161. Stuart D. Brandes, American Welfare Capitalism, 1880-1940
(London: University of Chicago Press, 1970). On employee loyalty as part of a broader political
battle between business and labour in post-war America, see Elizabeth A. Fones-Wolf, Selling
Free Enterprise: The Business Assault on Labor and Liberalism, 1945-60 (Chicago: University of
[llinois Press, 1994).

3 Sanford M. Jacoby, Modern Manors: Welfare Capitalism Since the New Deal (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1997), 95-142.

*1In 1958, Ward’s Chairman James A. Barr estimated that 44 per cent of Ward’s employees were
union members. ‘Key to Progress: Barr Outlines Growth—Urges Economic Statesmanship by
Labor,” For-ward 3 (May 1958), 2.

5 A. M. Carr-Saunders, P. Sargant Florence, and Robert Peers, Consumers’ Co-operation in Great
Britain: An Examination of the British Co-operative Movement (London: George Allen & Unwin,
1938), 350-352. On competing working-class and middle-class definitions of Co-operation, see
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Figure 1.1. Retail employee loyalties as anti-unionism

Bide with me, my melancholy slavey

To yoar boss be good, and true,

Though department stores may not be heaven
Don’t despair or get to feeling blue.

We’re just one great big and happy fam’ly
Swelling money bags for me

Shy away, my dear, from the union please keep clear
Or else I shall be melancholy, too.

The retail unions, and many labour historians, have commonly understood
employer solicitation of employee loyalties primarily in terms of employer
attempts to avert unionisation.

Retail, Wholesale, Department Store Employee 4 (30 April 1941), 8.



engaged.® In America, there were a number of significant retail executives and
retail experts, George Kirstein foremost among them, who argued a moderate
approach to industrial relations in which the trade union had an accepted and
potentially useful role to play.” Relations with the trade unions were notably
hostile in New York City department stores including Macy’s and Oppenheim
Collins by mid-century. However, union-management relations with
Philadelphia’s Retail Labor Standards Association and Snellenburg’s, Lit
Brothers, Frank and Seder’s and Gimbel’s department stores were generally
peaceful, informal and mutually respecti’"ul.8 Clearly then, employee and union
loyalties were not always or necessarily at odds in British and American dry
goods retailing.

The historiographical focus on the managerial quest for employee loyalties
as anti-unionism has, until recently, tended to obscure historical investigation into
the multiple other purposes served by employee loyalties. As Andrea Tone has
argued of American business in the Progressive era, paternalism and other
managerial styles were always couched in a broader political context and always
served purposes other than labour subjugation and union deterrence.” In British
and American retail in the mid-twentieth century, employees’ fundamental,
Sfunctional, and ideological loyalties were crucial to the everyday functioning of
retail businesses, and to retail executives’ broader social, cultural and political
agendas. Indeed, retail employee loyalties served four main purposes beyond
thwarting the advance of trade unions: they helped to stem the tide of labour
turnover, improve shop floor productivity, solicit and maintain customer loyalties,
and advance retailers’ political and ideological agendas to the amorphous body of

consumers as citizens.

Peter Gurney, Co-operative Culture and the Politics of Consumption in England, 1870-1930
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1996).

¢ ‘publicity and Trade Unionism,” GJLP 31 (21 May 1949), 188-189. ‘Unionisation,” GJLP 31
(12 Nov. 1949), 490. ‘Limits of Free Bargaining,” GJLP 34 (30 Aug. 1952), 400-401. ‘Trade
Unionism and the Partnership,” GJLP 36 (2 Oct. 1954), 727. ‘Trade Unions,” GJLP 38 (23 June
1956), 451-452. ‘The Partnership and Trade Unions,” GJLP 1098 (17 Dec. 1960), 42. John
Spedan Lewis, Partnership For All (London: Kerr-Cross Publishing Co., Ltd., 1948), 289-303.

7 George Kirstein, Stores and Unionism: A Study of the Growth of Unionism in Dry Goods and
Department Stores (New York: Fairchild Publications, 1950). Samuel R. Zack, ‘Industrial Peace
for the Retailer,” JR 19 (Dec. 1943), 99-102. M. D. Mosessohn and A. Forman Greene,
‘Collective Bargaining in Retailing,’ JR 21 (Feb. 1945), 57-61.

¥ Helen Baker and Robert R. France, Personnel Administration and Labor Relations in
Department Stores (Princeton: Princeton University, 1950), 127-144.
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Addressing Labour Turnover

At the most basic level, British and American retailers were dependent on their
employees’ fundamental loyalties for maintaining the stability of sales and service
on which institutional reputations and customer patronage depended. Through the
Second World War and the post-war years, department and variety store managers
fretted at the high rates of labour turnover in their stores and the problems it
caused. Consistently high labour turnover was not only problematic because of
the cost of recruiting and training new staff, but also because skilled salesmanship
on the selling floor and skilled craftsmanship in workrooms and offices depended
on job experience and familiarity with store products and procedures.

It is likely that labour turnover was a problem for British and American
retailers from at least the late nineteenth century when department stores began
employing single women in greater numbers.'® However, during the Second
World War, the problem of labour turnover in retail became a crisis as both
Britain and America mobilised for war production and women found more
lucrative employment in factories and other war-related service industries.'’ Not
able to rival the manufacturing trades in rates of pay, retailers in all trades, but in
general merchandise particularly, were faced with a polarised labour market
dominated by very young and very mature employees. The situation was
exacerbated by the retail sector’s classification as ‘non-essential’ industry in
America and in Britain where male and female shopworkers were heavily drawn
upon to serve in essential industries.'?

To counter the drain on retail labour resources, the ‘great army of retailers’
who constituted the National Retail Dry Goods Association (NRDGA) in America

argued that retail was indeed essential. Their logic was that ‘No other agency of

® Andrea Tone, The Business of Benevolence: Industrial Paternalism in Progressive America
(London: Cornell University Press, 1997).

1% Susan Porter Benson, Counter Cultures: Saleswomen, Managers, and Customers in American
Department Stores, 1890-1940 (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1986), 165.

" On women and war work, see Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning
Women in the United States (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), 273-299. Penney
Summerfield, Reconstructing Women's Wartime Lives (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1998).

'2 From future President, Harry S. Truman, ‘Manpower and the Retailer,” BNRDGA 26 (Feb.
1944), 44-45. ‘A Saleswoman Speaks to Management,” BNRDGA 24 (Dec. 1942), 18-19, 44,

‘The N.U.D.A.W. In 1941, ND 21 (4 Jan. 1941), 8-9. The tension with industry continued in the
early post-war years. George Plant, ‘The Manpower Outlook,” Stores 33 (April 1951), 13-14, 58-
60. George L. Plant, ‘Stores’ Manpower Problems,’ Stores 32 (Nov. 1950), 28-29, 87-88.
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American life has so many, and such frequent personal contacts with the general
public. No other agency of American life has such potential influence on the
mass of Americans as retailers have.'> To an extent the American government
agreed; the Treasury Department recognised shopworkers as the ‘third army’ for
their efforts in selling war savings bonds, after the ‘first army’ on the war front
and the ‘second army’ on the production front.'* This rhetoric may have proven
enticing for some employees who sought work in retail for the explicit purpose of
serving the war effort. However, despite the efforts of American retailers to
infuse retail work with national importance during the war, labour turnover
remained high in American department and variety stores during the Second
World War. (See Table 1.1.)

The problem for British and American retailers was not simply that labour
turnover grew during the Second World War, but that when it declined following
the war, it remained higher than pre-war levels. In 1952 the Drapers’ Record
reported that staff turnover had increased from 25 per cent before the war to over
50 per cent in West End London stores, while turnover stood closer to 40 per cent
for suburban and provincial stores.'” At the John Lewis Partnership, annual
turnover decreased from 46.6 per cent in 1950-51 to 34.4 per cent from 1958-59.'
However, from 1950 to 1967, a consistent average of 45 per cent of the staff at
any one time consisted of employees who had been with the Partnership for less
than two years.'” In America the NRDGA reported in 1951 that labour turnover
in retail was still about 40 per cent annually.'® Of course, high labour turnover

rates masked the fact that most stores in both the US and Britain had a small core

'3 It Is Our War—Let’s Get It Over With,” BNRDGA 24 (Jan. 1942), 9-11. ‘Department Stores in
the War,” DSE 5 (July 1942), 39-46. ‘Department Stores Are the Instrument of a World-Wide
Leveling Process,” BNRDGA 25 (Feb. 1943), 54-55. ‘Retailing--An Essential Industry,” DSE 6
(May 1943), 16, 49, 69. ‘The War Efforts of Retailing,” BNRDGA 25 (Aug. 1943), 19-24.

' “Treasury Department Asks Employes to Sell $2,100,000.00 in War Bonds,” FG 12 (23 Oct.
1944), 1. ‘6th War Loan Third Army Orders of the Day,” FG 12 (30 Oct. 1944), 1, 3-4; and 12 (6
Nov. 1944), 4. ‘Are You a Buck Private? Or a Lieutenant-Colonel?” FG 12 (20 Nov. 20 1944),
4. ‘The Third Army of the United States,” BNRDGA 25 (Aug. 1943), 7-8. Lawrence R. Samuel,
Pledging Allegiance: American Identity and the Bond Drive of World War II (Washington:
Smithsonian Institution Press, 1997), 67.

' Staff Turnover Rate Still High,” DR (29 Nov. 1952), 13.

'S “Labour Turnover,” GJLP 42 (20 Feb. 1960), 67-68.

' Yearly census in GJLP 32 (17 June 1950), 232; 33 (23 June 1951), 250; 34 (12 July 1952),
307; 35 (13 June 1953), 277; 36 (1 May 1954), 241; 37 (2 July 1955), 539; 38 (14 July 1956), 523;
39 (20 July 1957), 559; 40 (9 Aug. 1958), 648-649; 41 (19 Sept. 1959), 745; 42 (3 Sept. 1960),
740-741; 43 (15 July 1961), 549-551; 44 (4 Aug. 1962), 662-663, 45 (27 July 1963), 631-632; 46
(19 Sept. 1964), 840-841; 47 (24 July 1965), 616-617; 48 (25 June 1966), 540-541; 49 (2 Sept.
1967), 757.
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Table 1.1. Annual Labour Turnover Among Retail Staff at Sears, Roebuck,

1936-1947
Year Turnover (%)
1936 29.7
1937 31.9
1938 20.3
1939 25.2
1940 26.3
1941 40.8
1942 68.5
1943 72.5
1944 47.7
1945 49.1
1946 47.4
1947 39.3

Source: Boris Emmet, John E. Jeuck, Catalogues and Counters: A History of
Sears, Roebuck and Company (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1950), 565,
583.



of long-term employees who served as familiar faces for customers, encouraging
customer loyalties to stores, and continually improving their own knowledge of
each store’s merchandise and services. Still, the majority of employees left retail
employment within a matter of months or a few years, a phenomenon that
frustrated store owners and directors who tended to see training as a long-term
investment, and who received letters from customers disappointed with the
service they received from an ever-changing selling staff.'® (See Figure 1.2)

Aside from the newcomers to shop work, there were always some groups
who were more likely than others to leave store employment. In 1953, the Retail
Distributors’ Association in Britain conducted a survey on retail staff turnover and
concluded that ‘the average annual rate among female selling staff is between 45

2

and 50 p.c.,” reiterating the common belief sounded in trade journals that men
were more secure recruits than women.”® At the Partnership in 1958-59, turnover
for men was 25 per cent and for women 36 per cent.?! In a trade where women
constituted up to three quarters of a single store’s workforce, such statistics boded
ill for department and variety store management.”? Retail managers were most
concerned with the departure rates of trained selling staff—a field dominated, but
not monopolised by women. Data available for John Lewis Partnership for 1966
and 1967 offered evidence that those employed at selling branches were twice as
likely as those at non-selling branches to leave employment with the
Partnership.23

The high labour turnover rates in department and variety stores,
particularly with relation to women and sales workers, were partially accounted
for by the seasonal nature of shop work. Most stores employed women and
students as ‘extras’ for the Christmas holidays and during periods of higher sales,
with a generally clear understanding between managers and employees that the

‘extra’ position would be terminated following the height of the selling season.

'8 NRDGA Personnel Group, Training and Holding Employees (New York: NRDGA, 1951), 96.
' Most employee magazines from the period published letters from customers about the service
they received, both good and bad. See, for example, the ‘Brickbats and Bouquets’ column, FG 21
(29 March 1954), 2, where a customer argues ‘Your one-time high standards certainly seem to be
on the downgrade.’

20 <Staff Turnover Figures in Department Stores,” DR (4 April 1953), 9, 12.

2! <Labour Turnover,” GJLP 42 (20 Feb. 1960), 67.

22 Women consistently constituted 67 per cent (+/1 .5 per cent) of the John Lewis Partnership
membership from 1950 through 1967. Yearly census, GJLP.

23 <Staff Turnover Figures Slightly Better,” GJLP 48 (16 July 1966), 614-617. ‘Staff Turnover,’
GJLP 49 (21 Oct. 1967), 937.
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Figure 1.2. Problems with labour turnover
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“Please stay, Gloria—I! didn't

) s mean it when | censured you for
being uncivil to customers.”

As demonstrated by this and the last image, the trope of a seemingly humble,
contrite male employer vulnerable to independent-minded female employees, was
a common one in retail business and union satirical art.

Through the post-war years, dry goods retailers commonly complained that they
had to take what they could get in terms of staff, because even poor salespeople
were better than a constant turnover of new staff.

Department Store Economist 8 (July 1945), 72.



(See Figure 1.3.) Although this phenomenon contributed to high turnover rates,
retailers’ persistent complaints about ongoing rank-and-file exodus suggests that
there was something more to the story. Indeed, John Lewis Partnership turnover
data available for 1966/67 demonstrated that in the first year of employment,
women were more than five times more likely, and men nearly twice as likely, to
resign than to have their employment terminated.®* Despite the built-in
redundancy of retail employment then, it seems the majority of department and
variety store emigrants were leaving their places of employment of their own will.
The challenge for retailers was to find ways to keep employees, especially women
and newcomers, for longer periods of time.

Employees’ fundamental loyalties were crucial to British and American
department and variety store employers for stemming the tide of high labour
turnover and the problems high turnover incurred. John Spedan Lewis, in his
characteristically forthright style, argued that labour turnover was good for the
Partnership because it would help ‘to prevent the Partnership’s becoming silted up
with mediocrities’ by getting rid of those ‘not really first-rate’ employees and
opening space for more effective candidates.”> However, most retail employers
were not so optimistic and expressed continual concern about soliciting

employees’ fundamental loyalties in order to fulfil other institutional goals.

Retail Productivity and Emotional Labour

As industrial productivity grew in America and Britain in the early post-war
years, department and variety store managers looked to increase shopfloor
productivity in their own establishments. The drive for increased efficiency in
post-war retail was in large part a consequence of increases in personnel costs.
Although personnel costs remained stable as a percentage of sales in American
retail overall, in department and variety stores payroll costs grew relative to
sales.® Between 1939 and 1954, the payroll costs in nine American national
variety store chains increased from 14.5 per ceﬁt of net sales to 18.7 per cent.”’” In

the same period, payroll costs in American department stores increased from 17.8

** Ibid,

5 <Labour Turnover,” GJLP 33 (17 Nov. 1951), 546.

%6 Jules Backman, ‘Retail Labor Costs,” JR 33 (Spring 1957), 5-13, 50.

27 Lawrence R. Robinson and Eleanor G. May, Self Service in Variety Stores (Boston: Harvard
University Graduate School of Business Administration, 1956), 3.

30



Figure 1.3. The seasonal nature of shop work

CHRISTMAS SHOPPING CREATES THOUSANDS
OF ADDITIONAL SELLING JOBS EACH YEAR
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per cent to 18.2 per cent of net sales. There was a fall to 15 per cent for
department stores during the war, but that only made the consequent increase
appear even more severe.”® In the British Co-operative retail societies, which
included grocery as well as dry goods stores, personnel costs increased from 23.74
d. per pound of sales in 1936 to 28.53 d. per pound in 1966.%° In efforts to
compensate for rising personnel costs, British and American retailers introduced
new rationalist technologies and selling procedures in the post-war years. They
discovered, however, that retail productivity was not entirely as amenable to
technological and managerial innovation as industrial productivity had proven to
be. Despite changes in workplace procedures, retail productivity in the post-war
years in the dry goods trades remained dependent on interpersonal methods of
salesmanship and service, the emotional exchange such methods entailed, and in
turn the functional loyalties of employees.

In efforts to improve retail productivity during the Second World War and
the post-war years, department and variety stores in America and Britain stepped
up implementation of Taylorist measuring devices and work procedures with
hopes of improving both qualitative (service) and quantitative (sales) productivity.
In their efforts to rationalise store procedures, department store merchants looked
to both industry and other retail sectors for new ideas. By 1948, some American
department stores had employed factory experts to analyse and streamline
merchandising methods. Their analyses were founded on the basic theories of
Frederick W. Taylor’s concepts of scientific management, and aimed for ‘the
close co-ordination of all store personnel in a strong and well-planned economy
program,’ a programme ‘based on the fundamental principles of effective labor
utilization”.*

The implementation of ‘job analysis’, ‘job evaluation’ and ‘work
simplification’ programmes in American department stores in the late 1940s
provided the basis on which the rationalisation of store work procedures could
take place. Such programmes subjected routine activities in selling and non-

selling departments to the dominion of the stopwatch and flow chart, demanding

28 Malcolm P. McNair and Eleanor G. May, The American Department Store, 1920-1960 (Boston:
Harvard University Graduate School of Business Administration, 1963), 22-25, 51-61.
*° Annual Co-operative Statistics (Manchester: Co-operative Union), CA.
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efficiency from each movement, task and interaction. (See Figure 1.4.) Many
work simplification programmes depended on employee willingness to offer their
own suggestions for improvement.” By the mid-1950s similar programmes were
being used in British department stores to improve shop floor productivity. In
1956 the John Lewis Partnership introduced a new Department of Productivity,
Organisation and Methods for the explicit purpose of organising Work Studies
and improving productivity in both selling and non-selling jobs.** Similarly, the
Co-operative movement established their own Co-operative National Productivity
Committee in 1969.%

The most conspicuous forms of rationalisation for selling and non-selling
shopworkers were those concretised in new technologies in the post-war years.
On the sales floor, sales cheque and pneumatic tube systems were replaced by
cash registers, eliminating the time salespeople spent writing cheques and waiting
for change to be made, and creating new sales floor positions defined entirely by
cash register or check-out work. Other new technologies such as fixed price tags,
care labels, brand information labels, pre-packaging, in-store promotional signs,
and even store-sponsored vending machines for nylons, socks, ties, and baby wear
allowed customers to make basic decisions on their own, saving the salesperson
time and requiring less skill and merchandise knowledge. (See Figures 1.5 and
1.6.) So too did ‘related selling’, the practice of displaying together related goods,
such as shirts and ties or socks and shoes, become a method of raising sales

productivity. An advertisement promoting such techniques in 1942 articulated the

3% “What Retailing Can Learn from Industry,’ JR 24 (Oct. 1948), 117-120. ‘Modernizing
Retailing,” JR 20 (Dec. 1944), 97-100. Joseph Callahan, ‘Making Clerical Work Easier,” DSE 8
(June 1945), 90-92.

Y Work Simplification, 1948, MFA. ‘Industry Methods Cut Store Costs,” Women's Wear Daily,
(16 June 1947). ‘Gimbels Use of Job Methods and Work Simplification,” DSE 9 (Dec. 1946), 84-
85, 94. ‘How to Carry Out a Work Sampling Study,’ Stores 37 (Oct. 1955), 22, 24, 52. William
R. Spriegel and Elizabeth Lanham, ‘Job Evaluation in Department Stores,” JR 27 (Summer 1951),
79-85. Alfred Niemann, ‘Work Simplification Program,’ in Anne McNamara (Ed.), Recruiting
and Developing Store Executives (New York: NRMA, 1967), 55-64. On suggestion programmes
see, ‘We’re On the Error!,” FG 15 (15 March 1948), 4. ‘Be Selfish,” FG 16 (28 June 1948), 2.
‘““Find Better Way—Have Better Job,” Slogan Work Simplification Programme,’ FG 16 (23 Aug.
1948), 1. ‘An Active Campaign for MORE Suggestions,” DSE 9 (Oct. 1946), 20-21, 29.
‘Efficiency Controls,” BNRDGA 30 (Aug. 1948), 28-34, 36, 56, 58. ‘Partnership Jackpot,” GJLP
38 (7 July 1956), 516.

32 ‘How to Raise Productivity in Retail Trade,” DR (21 June 1952), 16-17. F. W. Lawe, ‘Pride of
Profession,” Stores 38 (Oct. 1956), 57-60. ‘Productivity and What It Means,” GJLP 37 (26 Nov.
1955), 1080; 37 (7 Jan. 1956), 1229. On the Partnership’s productivity department, see
‘Presenting Productivity,” GJLP 39 (7 Dec. 1957), 1006-1008; 39 (14 Dec. 1957), 1035-1038.

33 Policy statement of the Co-operative National Wages Board and Joint Trade Union Negotiating
Committee, Efficiency and Productivity, 28 Jan. 1969, CA.
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Figure 1.4. Scientific management
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By the early post-war years, many American department stores, including Marshall
Field’s, provided employees with the tools necessary to analyse and rationalise their
own work processes.

Work Simplification (Chicago: Marshall Field & Company, 1948), 15, Courtesy of
Marshall Field’s archive



Figure 1.5. Saleswoman versus sales tag
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important to your store in
these days of manpower shortage. Important, too, to
your customers, who appreciate fast service. That's why
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Advertisers commonly appealed to retailers’ concerns regarding labour turnover
to sell their goods and services meant to help rationalise shop work.

Department Store Economist 9 (Oct. 1946), 11.



Figure 1.6. Filene’s U-Serve-U vending machines

Automatic selling center

Filene’, Boston, pioneers with

bus terminal

Delivery lakes 2 seconds when the customer lias selected merchan-
dise from display, inserted coins and pushed machine button at
Filcne’s new LJ-Serv-U automatic merchandise center, Boston, of
which a section is shown here.

Filene’s experiment in dry goods vending machines was much hailed in the trade
press as the new frontier of department store selling, but the trend never really
spread much further.

Department Store Economist 13 (July 1950), 45.
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advantages of this ‘wonderful invisible salesman’ over the human sort: ‘He
doesn’t want any compensation. He usually sells two items where an ordinary
salesman would sell just one. (And the customer likes it!) He invites people to
buy without speaking and makes it easy for them to buy. He cuts down shopping
time. He’s not draftable.”®* Related selling displays were facilitated with the
introduction of new self-service display constructions, adapted from their
successful use in grocery stores in the 1930s. Self-service fixtures allowed
customers open access to goods arranged according to size, colour, style or brand,
moving the merchandise out from behind glass cases onto tables, racks, and
specially-constructed display stands. (See Figures 1.7 and 1.8.) In addition to
new shop floor technologies, the rapid diffusion of personal telephones over the
1950s and 1960s facilitated sales off the shop floor through the expansion of
telephone and mail order selling departments.”

New technologies quickly infiltrated non-selling work as well. Backroom
clerical staff learned to work with more adding machines, typewriters, cash-
register-compatible accounting machinery, microfilm, improved price marking
equipment and computers that by the early 1960s could produce weekly sales and
commission reports previously calculated by buyers and bookkeeping personnel.
Elevator operators were replaced by ‘operatorless elevators’ from 1954 in the US;
employees in receiving departments acquired new power conveyors, electric
hoists, dock levellers, fork lifts, and pre-printed interdepartmental forms to
facilitate the checking and marking of new merchandise; and maintenance and
delivery workers became accustomed to working with new electronic cleaning
and transport-facilitating appliances. Additionally, pneumatic tubes began to
facilitate the transfer of paperwork among non-selling departments as it had

previously facilitated salesperson-cashier interactions.”® (See Figure 1.9.)

3* Italics in original. ‘And Then There’s the Wonderful Invisible Salesman,” DSE 5 (Nov. 1942),
4-5, '

3§, I. Curtis, ‘How the Cash Register Guards Your Store,” Stores 44 (Nov. 1962), 40-43.
‘Simplified Retailing,” Stores 44 (Feb. 1962), 60-65. ‘Nathan Katz, ‘Analytic Guide for Reduction
of Selling Expense,’ JR 36 (Spring 1960), 36-41, 55-56. James M. Reynolds, ‘Computers Don’t
Sell and Fixtures Don’t Talk . . .’ Stores 45 (Nov. 1963), 30-32. For a prophecy of how
salespeople could be replaced by computer technology connecting home to store, see ‘Automation
and the Department Store,’ Stores 43 (March 1961), 14-16.

% “Floor Audit of Sales at Carson Pirie Scott & Co.,” DSE 15 (Oct. 1952), 140, 145. C. Robert
McBrier, ‘Progress Report on EDP in Retailing,” Stores 42 (May 1960), 63-64. Kenneth R.
Lavery, ‘How Computer Systems Will Work for Tomorrow’s Retail Management,” Stores 44
(December 1962), 15-17. ‘Sales Data from a Tape-Punch Cash Register,” Stores 45 (June 1963),
19-20. ‘Air Tube Communication Expedites Store Business,” DSE 16 (Nov. 1953), 36-37.
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Figure 1.9. Cashier redundancy

When pneumatic tubes or pulley systems (above) were replaced with cash
registers (below), as in this JC Penney store in Pennsylvania, salespeople took
the role previously performed by basement or backroom cashiers.

Pay Day 21 (March 1956), 7.



The introduction of self-service selling methods to department and variety
stores arguably most altered the nature of shop work. In a study of new selling
methods in American variety stores at mid-century, Lawrence Robinson and
Eleanor May defined self-service as ‘a system under which customers choose
merchandise from displays and then take their selections to a checkout for

payment’ R

(See Figure 1.10.) With the implementation of self-service, the
burden of the shopping experience gradually shifted from the salesperson to the
(predominantly female) customer, effecting economies of labour that allowed for
fewer salespeople to serve growing populations of customers.”® After the proven
success of self-service selling methods in American grocery stores in the inter-war
years, some variety stores including Woolworth’s and Marks & Spencer’s began
systematizing what to that point had been incomplete implementation of self-
service methods. However, self-service was by no means wide spread in variety
stores and was practically non-existent in department stores until the staff
shortages and high labour turnover of the Second World War pushed American
department and variety store managers to implement further such selling
methods.” It was not until the mid-1950s that the majority of American variety
stores fully implemented self-service, check-out style selling methods, as opposed
to ‘self-selection’ only. Woolworth’s opened its first self-service store in 1953,
and by 1956 435 of its stores were organised on a self-service basis.** British
stores were further behind, in part because rationing made self-service
impracticable. For example, Woolworth’s did not open its first full self-service

store in Britain until September 1955.*' However, self-service and self-selection

‘Mechanization of Store Routines,” DSE 16 (Jan. 1953), 134. ‘National 390,’ Stores 42 (July-Aug.
1960), 72. ‘Cycle Billing,” GJLP 39 (19 Oct. 1957), 833-834. A Report on Data Processing
Equipment in Member Stores of the National Retail Merchants Association (New York: NRMA, c.
1959).

37 Robinson and May, Self Service, 1.

3% “Ira Hayes: “I BEGGED the Clerk to Sell Me a Shirt,”’ Stores 44, (April 1962), 19-21. For
more on the ‘work transfer’ through self-service, see Nona Y. Glazer, Women's Paid and Unpaid
Labour: The Work Transfer in Health Care and Retailing. (Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1993), esp. 100-105.

% Viola P. Sylbert, ‘Self-Service Experiments in Department Stores,” JR 18 (Oct. 1942), 74-81.
‘More Self-Service as Personnel Ebbs,” DSE 5 (Dec. 1942), 30, 45. ‘Self-Service. . . Best Friend
of the Brands,” DSE 6 (May 1943), 39. ‘Simplified Selling,” DSE 6 (Sept. 1943), 82. Nathan M.
Orbach, ‘Meeting the Labor Shortage in Retailing,” JR 19 (April 1943), 33-34. John W. Wingate,
‘Wartime Personnel Problems in Department Stores,” JR 19 (Feb. 1943), 2-9, 17. Robinson and
May, Self-Service, 5-8.

“® Robinson and May, Self-Service, 7-8.

*! Self-Service Grows,’ originally in Financial Times (27 Aug. 1955), reprinted in GJLP 37 (17
Sept. 1955), 816.
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Figure 1.10. Self-service with checkout

In self-service stores, as in this Montgomery Ward’s Rockford, Illinois store,
goods were stacked on shelves for easy customer access with few salespeople on
the shop floor. In these stores, sales floor work became almost exclusively
limited to check-out labour where (mostly female) cashiers stood in one place and
waited for customers to bring their goods for packaging and payment.

Stores 53 (April 1971), 12.



methods spread in the dry goods trades after British retailers saw early versions of
these selling methods in action in American department and variety stores during
the Anglo-American Council on Productivity Team visits of 1952.%

In British and American department stores implementation of self-service
and ‘self-selection’ display and check-out styles were only selectively applied to
certain lines or df:partments.43 However, in America the influence of self-service
programmes expanded during the suburban department store building and
expansion craze of the 1950s and ‘60s, as more merchants incorporated self-
service fixtures and designs into new floor plans in order to serve the needs of the
growing price-conscious middle classes better.* The implementation of self-
service—or ‘self-selection’—fixtures allowed department stores to cut back their
sales staff by up to 40 per cent, while helping to ‘make our salespeople more
productive in peak selling periods’.*’ Nevertheless, despite the infiltration of such
plans into even the most up-market department stores in America and Britain,
debates over the proper balance of ‘fixture selling’ and ‘personal selling’
continued through the 1960s.*

Rationalisation through job analysis, work simplification, the introduction
of new technologies, and the implementation of self-service selling methods did
reap some rewards. An American survey of retail productivity based on Census
of Business statistics demonstrated that in department stores, sales per employee
increased by 27 per cent between 1948 and 1963, at the same rate as the retail
sector overall. In variety stores—the dry goods establishments which took self-

service and technological innovation furthest—sales per employee increased by

42 <Lessons From USA Retail Visit,” DR (8 Nov. 1952), 16-19. ‘Elys, Wimbledon, to Try Self-
selection,” DR (6 Dec. 1952), 21. ‘Self-service Will Spread,” DR (23 Feb. 1952), 20. Edward
Topham, 27 (Jan. 1953), 2-3. ‘Large Margins—Lavish Service: Self-service Raises Dry Goods
Turnover,” CR

43 Sylbert, ‘Self-Service Experiments,” 79-80.

4 <Changing the Department Store to Accomplish Mass Retailing,” DSE 16 (July 1953), 34-35,
136.

43 <Conversion to Open Selling,’ Stores 45 (Aug. 1963), 35-36. ‘Capturing the Walk-Out Dollars,’
Stores 38 (March 1956), 58-68.

4 Special issue including a contribution from Edward McFadyen, Editor of the British Stores and
Shops magazine, ‘Another Look at Self-Selection,” JR 36 (Summer 1960). ‘People + Props =
Profits,” DSE 16 (June 1953), 126. Store Management Group, Simplified Selling (New York:
NRDGA, 1952). E. B. Weiss, ‘Salespeople Can’t Be Trained—and Shouldn’t Be,” Fortune 46
(Nov. 1952), 131, 226, 228, 231. ‘The Case for Self-selection,” and ‘USA Self-service Techniques
Not Bringing Lower Prices,” DR (17 Jan. 1953), 19, 20.
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62 per cent in the same period, an increase in overall employee productivity
matched only by car dealers.”’

Over the course of the post-war years general productivity in British retail
improved even more than in American stores. From 1951 through 1981, labour
productivity in American retail in general grew at an average of one per cent
annually, while British retail labour productivity averaged two per cent annual
growth.* But the British department and variety store trades did not necessarily
reap the full benefits of this growth. In 1950 productivity in these stores, as
measured by sales per employee, was higher than in other stores, standing at 109.5
per cent of sales productivity in the British retail trades overall. By 1961 this
figure had dropped to 84.1 per cent, and by 1971 it had dropped further to 82.9
per cent.* Part of the relative decline of British department and variety store
productivity vis-a-vis overall retail productivity can be attributed to the fact there
were limits in the extent to which work simplification and self service could
improve productivity in the dry goods trades. For example, in American variety
stores, Robinson and May found that self service did little to improve sales of
women’s, misses’ and juniors’ ready-to-wear apparel, accessories, dry goods and
domestic products.*

The limitations of rationalisation in variety and department stores
stemmed in large part from the unique nature of retail ‘productivity’. Under
Taylorist industrialism an individual manual worker’s productivity was less a
factor of his or her own motivation than a matter of the functioning speed of the
system of machines and line workers in which the employee laboured. Time
clocks, machinery and production schedules kept the individual worker
responsible to fellow employees and to production goals, except when conditions
of collective dissent stimulated work stoppages or slow-downs by the work group.
While informal shopfloor work cultures in retail had also long regulated collective

productivity, these work groups were more likely to lower overall productivity

“7 “An Analysis of Some Changes in Retailing Productivity Between 1948 and 1963,” JR 44 (Fall
1968), 57-67.

“8 Smith, Anthony Douglas, & Hitchens, D. M. W. N., Productivity in the Distributive Trades: A
Comparison of Britain, America and Germany. London: Cambridge University Press, 1985, esp.
123.

*° Department of Industry, Business Statistics Office, Report on the Census of Distribution and
Other Services, 1971, Supplement (London: HMSO, 1971), S/124.

5% Robinson and May, Self-Service, 42.
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than improve it.>' More importantly, on the retail shop floor customers could not
be manipulated as part of line production. In effect, retail productivity depended
less on how quickly a customer could be served than on how much each customer
could be encouraged to buy.

Rationalist managerial and technological innovations in retail were limited
by the degree to which they could regulate largely uncontrollable factors that
impinged directly on employee productivity. These factors included the weather,
shifts in national and local economies, availability of merchandise, and other
social, political and economic dynamics that influenced consumers’ buying
moods. More importantly, the introduction of Taylorist managerial styles and
technologies did little to change the fact that individual sales and service
productivity depended heavily on the employee’s internal motivation to employ
better selling techniques, or to hasten the speed at which gifts were wrapped,
parcels were delivered, or stock was put away. In selling and service departments,
retail productivity was heavily reliant on ‘emotional labour’, as Arlie Hochschild
labelled it in the 1980s, and on employees’ capacity for unregulated self-induced
productivity.’®> In other words, retail employers depended greatly on their
employees’ functional loyalties to fuel improvements in productivity beyond what
new technologies could alone secure.

Hochschild’s work on emotional labour developed theories about the
nature of service employment originally put forward by C. Wright Mills in his
1951 classic, White Collar. Mills adeptly described the ‘personality market’ that
was American—and arguably British—retail employment. He described
productivity in department store salesmanship not simply as an exchange in
merchandise, but as an emotional exchange between strangers in an increasingly
anonymous salesperson/customer relationship.”> Hochschild’s work, published in
1983, outlined the relational dynamics, psychological skill, personal rewards and
consequences of work based more on emotional exchange than manual

production. Hochschild defined emotional labour as work which demands that the

1 Benson, Counter Cultures, 248-250, 253-258. George F. F. Lombard, Behavior In a Selling
Group: A Case Study of Interpersonal Relations in a Department Store (Boston: Harvard
University, 1955), 147-167

52 Arlie Russell Hochschild, The Managed Heart: Commercialization of Human Feeling (London:
University of California Press, 1983).

%3 C. Wright Mills, White Collar: The American Middle Classes (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1956) 182-188.
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employee manage his or her physical, mental and emotional state in order to incur
a desired emotional response or state of mind from the customer. Transactions
between customer and employee in circumstances of emotional labour may or
may not involve the transfer of goods or merchandise, but always involve the
attempted manipulation of emotion in customers and service employees by
employees themselves.*

Retail sales and service productivity fit the model of emotional labour
well. Most post-war salesmanship advice manuals and columns agreed that
satisfying the customer’s material needs was not sufficient. The sales or service
transaction was not complete until the customer expressed satisfaction that his or
her material needs had been met, until the customer’s self-image had been
augmented by the merchandise purchased or the service rendered, until the
customer had come to associate his or her personal prestige with the store at hand,
until the ‘self-importance and human dignity of the other guy’ had been
fulfilled.”> In manufacturing, the end goal of the production process was clear-
cut—the finished product. However, as Hochschild argued, ‘in processing people,
the product is a state of mind.”*® In retail, the end goal of the ‘production process’
was not simply a complete transaction, but the satisfaction of customer
expectations to the degree that customers would return, but merchandise would
not.”’

In the post-war years, employee magazines and retail publishers produced
a plethora of columns and handbooks instructing sales and service employees in
the cultivation of personal qualities most highly correlated with retail
productivity. These guides to better salesmanship were similar to guides of
previous decades insofar as they outlined specific techniques for improving sales:

for example, suggestive selling and ‘selling up’ to higher quality (and higher

54 Hochschild, Managed Heart, 7. For more on emotional labour in service sector and professional
employment (including academia), see ‘Emotional Labor in the Service Sector’ special issue of
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 561 (Jan. 1999); for an overview
of the historical and sociological literature on emotional labour, see in particular Ronnie J.
Steinberg and Deborah M. Figart, ‘Emotional Labor Since The Managed Heart,” 8-26.

%* “How to Turn Our Walk-Out Dollars into Stay-In Dollars,” FG 17 (27 June 1949), 6. ‘How
Expert Salespeople Sell,” JR 31 (Fall 1955), 119-124, 148-150.

%6 Hochschild, Managed Heart, 6.

7 On the problem of returned goods, see Benson, Counter Cultures, 51-52, 98-99.

38



priced) goods.”® However, guides to salesmanship in the post-war years diverged
from the format of previous decades by using popular psychological theories to
examine in more depth the interpersonal dynamics of the sales transaction.
Authors of these new guides to salesmanship repudiated the aggressive, hard
selling tactics of past retail practices, in large part because such tactics only
resulted in forced purchases that customers later returned. Instead, they advised
sales and service employees to develop in themselves the ‘contagious’ qualities
that most directly correlated with higher sales: cheerfulness, optimism,
enthusiasm, respect, courtesy, friendliness, confidence, patience, a convincing
smile, and, most importantly, sincere belief in the merchandise.” By contrasting
aggressive selling styles of the past with sympathetic selling styles of their
present, authors of salesmanship columns and manuals tended to present post-war
selling style as a more passive, emotionally inducing, but not forceful method of
acquiring higher sales. This presentation generally understated the active labour
involved in reading customer desires and transforming one’s performance,
expressions and speech accordingly.

The gradual transformation in salesmanship advice that began at the turn
of the century but blossomed in the post-war years could be characterised as a
shift from ‘pressure selling’ to ‘retail therapy’.®’ In the therapeutic model, the
customer was to receive the unadulterated attention of the employee serving him
or her, regardless of the employee’s other obligations. The shopworker was to
respond sympathetically, not only to the customer’s merchandise needs, but to
whatever personal problems customers might share with the person serving him or

her. Sales and service advice columns instructed retail employees in the methods

58 ‘Suggestive Selling—Works Like Magic!” SC 54 (Oct. 1963), 3. “You Can Use Suggestion
Selling For a Year’s Smash Finish,” PN 24 (Nov.-Dec. 1958), 2. ‘JC Penney Will Make Contest
Awards,’ 13 (Feb. 1949), 1, 3.

%% “We Live By Selling,” HG 44 (Feb. 1959), 80; 44 (April 1959), 228; and 44 (Aug. 1959), 462.
‘Talking it Up,” FG 23 (21 May 1956), 2. “Perfect Shopkeeper” is Given a Set of Rules,” The
Kenbar 5 (May 1957), 3, UGA, HF51/5/5/41. ‘Can You Answer “Why?”” The Kenbar 3 (Jan.
1953), 20, UGA, HF51/5/5/27. ‘Problem Page,” The Kenbar 3 (June 1953), 4, UGA, HF51/5/5/30.
‘Accent on Timely Selling,” SC 51 (Nov. 1960), 7. ‘He Doesn’t Sell<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>